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Even when life can be preserved, the cost of property and other economic damages can be staggering. Moreover, structural solutions to disaster risk-such as strengthening building codes or building seawalls and levees-can sometimes deceive communities into increasing their exposure to hazards by lending a false sense of security through the air of invincibility that surrounds much modern engineering and construction. 5 These measures can mask a basic truth: a community's location is likely to be the single most important factor in determining a community's vulnerability to natural disasters. 6 Poorly designed cities in relatively "safe" locations may well fare better than the most carefully designed cities in particularly hazard-prone regions. 7 The fact that location is such a crucial determinant of disaster vulnerability might suggest, at first glance, that we have the capacity to mitigate disaster risk only at the margins, because settlement patterns were established, and major cities sited, long ago. 8 However, the deterioration of existing infrastructure, together with the infrastructure demands of a growing population, suggest that the largest potential gains in disaster mitigation can yet be achieved by making wise decisions about the location of new infrastructure. 9 In the United States, a large percentage-likely well more than half-of GLOBE & MAIL (Toronto) (Mar. 14, 2011), http://www.theglobeandmail.com/ news/world/asia-pacific/engineers-goal-is-tsunami-resistant-buildings/article1940635/. Even if they are correct, however, significant residual risk is likely to remain. Id. 8. See Ritter, supra note 5.
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2159 the infrastructure that we will need in 2050 to accommodate our growing population does not exist today. 10 Thus, the most far-reaching and important question for disaster mitigation today is where we will channel the growth that will be needed to accommodate our expanding population. Increasingly, environmentalists are promoting sustainability agendas-such as Smart Growth-that have a ready-made answer to this question: channel growth into existing cities. 11 This preference for increasing the density of existing urban centers is understandable, as the costs of sprawl are substantial. 12 However, this prescription and the various legal tools being used to implement it throughout the country often fail to grapple both with the serious disaster exposure facing many of our great American cities and with the concomitant potential that channeling future growth back into these cities may significantly exacerbate the disaster risk faced by future generations. While Smart Growth has great potential for making our communities more livable, more cost effective, and more environmentally sound, "Smart Growth in dumb places"-those that are particularly disaster prone-is the antithesis of true sustainability. This Article explores this critical tension between disaster mitigation and current sustainability policies. 13 Although environmental protection and disaster mitigation are often fellow travelers, these sustainability initiatives may put significant environmental policies on a collision course with the goal 10 . See, e.g., Arthur C. Nelson & Robert E. Lang, The Next 100 Million, PLAN., Jan. 2007, at 4 (arguing that the United States may reach 400 million by 2037, which will require the nation "to add about 40 million new housing units to its current inventory of 125 million and replace another 30 million homes that are likely to be damaged or torn down in the next three decades").
11. See infra notes 29-41 and accompanying text; supra notes 5-6 and accompanying text.
12. See sources cited infra note 24. 13. Studies in other disciplines have documented that Smart Growth is occurring in some hazardous locations. . . hazards"). They have also found that Smart Growth developments are "significantly" more likely than traditional developments to rely on structural solutions (such as stream channel modification) to mitigate flood risk. See id. at 17. While these studies have made important contributions to our understanding of the relationship between Smart Growth and hazards, they have not focused on the ways in which Smart Growth's emphasis on urban renewal is actually driving this risky development.
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2160 of mitigating natural disaster risk. This result is particularly ironic given that much of the recent support for these initiatives has been motivated and framed by concerns about climate change. 14 Yet, our current sustainability policies may inadvertently be driving patterns of growth that will amplify, rather than mitigate, disaster risk, particularly in the face of the more frequent and ferocious hazard events climate change may spawn. This reality means that some of our current sustainability policies promoting urban living as a key method for decreasing greenhouse gas emissions may, in fact, be hindering efforts to adapt to the effects of climate change. This collision between climate change mitigation efforts and adaptation efforts is particularly problematic given the near consensus among scientists that some climate change is inevitable-and, indeed, is already under way-and that adaptation efforts will have to play a critical role in minimizing the effects of climate change on human populations. 15 Moreover, redevelopment efforts designed to direct growth back into hazardous urban areas-particularly those along coasts or inland waterways-that have fallen into disuse run counter to the widespread recognition among disaster scholars and practitioners that retreating from hazardous areas is perhaps the most costeffective, long-term disaster mitigation strategy. 16 Many European nations, such as the Netherlands, that have long battled the seas and rivers and have relied largely on structural solutions (such as dikes) to mitigate disaster risk are now recognizing the need to "make room 14 . See CLIMATE CHANGE 225 (2008) .
16. See, e.g., FLOODPLAIN MGMT., supra note 5, at 24 ("We need to begin a pattern of gradual and voluntary relocation or strategic retreat from the highest-risk and most ecologically sensitive areas, with climate change and long-term sustainability both in mind."); ANNA PUSZKIN-CHEVLIN ET AL., LIVING ON THE EDGE: COASTAL STORM VULNERABILITY OF THE TREASURE COAST BARRIER ISLANDS 83 (2007) , available at docs.cdsi.fau.edu/cues/ LivingontheEdgeFinalacp-printversion.pdf (concluding that "strategic retreat" is "the most sustainable coastal hazard mitigation approach in the long term," and thus that " [t] he sooner public policy can move away from hazard mitigation aimed at loss reduction through hardening and insurance risk-sharing to creating a resiliency through appropriate development that prevents loss damage, the faster our communities will reach a more optimal balance between cost-positive asset exposure and total storm damage costs").
for the rivers" and to return some floodplain areas to their natural use. 17 Unfortunately, retreat from hazardous areas is notoriously difficult to implement given pre-existing property rights, the costs associated with voluntary buy-outs, the likely disruption of existing community ties that relocation entails, and local political opposition to relocation efforts. 18 Even in the aftermath of devastating disasters, retreat from hazardous areas rarely occurs. 19 Nonetheless, some "underutilized" urban areas near coasts, other waterfronts, or other natural hazards may present real opportunities for strategic retreat. Once redevelopment occurs, however, huge public investments in redeveloped areas (financed by borrowing against anticipated future tax revenues from the redevelopment), 20 increased property prices, and reinvigorated communities will intensify calls for structural protections and make retreat far more difficult, even if sea level rise or other conditions ultimately make retreat the most viable option.
Part II of this Article examines how current environmental initiatives, particularly sustainability initiatives such as Smart Growth, promote increasing population density and redevelopment of existing cities. Part III considers the ways in which channeling growth into some existing cities may exacerbate disaster risk. Part IV examines some of the legal tools used to channel growth into existing urban areas and concludes that these tools often fail to take adequate account of disaster risk. Finally, Part V considers possible first steps for making these sustainability initiatives more consonant with disaster mitigation. 21 Cities epitomized all the evils of growth: the profligate consumption of natural resources, the obliteration of natural topography and land features, the destruction of green space, the pollution of air and watersheds, and the overwhelming of the natural carrying capacity of the environment. 22 To the environmental mind, cities were dirty, polluted, and oppressive consumers of Mother Earth. 23 Today, in contrast, many mainstream environmentalists and environmental law scholars are engaged in a full-blown love affair with cities. 24 Suburban sprawl, rather than urbanization, has become public enemy number one.
25 Sustainability initiatives such as New Urbanism and Smart Growth extol the virtues of urban life and seek to replicate urban neighborhoods-with their mixed-use zoning and pedestrian-friendly streets-in areas outside the historic urban core.
26
Beyond patterning suburban neighborhoods on their denser urban cousins, most conceptions of sustainability, including those adopted and popularized by various federal agencies and state and 21. DAVID OWEN, GREEN METROPOLIS: WHY LIVING SMALLER, LIVING CLOSER, AND DRIVING LESS ARE THE KEYS TO SUSTAINABILITY 18 (2009) ("The hostility of many environmentalists toward densely populated cities is a manifestation of a much broader phenomenon, a deep antipathy toward urban life which has been close to the heart of American environmentalism since the beginning.").
22 27 These initiatives thus encourage and promote revitalization and infill of existing urban areas, as well as other measures that would increase the density of existing cities.
28
The Obama administration, for example, kicked off one of its primary sustainability initiatives in July 2009, with the establishment of the federal joint Partnership for Sustainable Communities between the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), the Department of Transportation (DOT), and the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). 29 One of the Partnership's six "guiding livability principles" is to "support existing communities." 30 The Partnership aims to implement this principle by "target[ing] federal funding toward existing communities-through strategies like transit-oriented, mixed-use development, and land recycling-to increase community revitalization and the efficiency of public works investments and safeguard rural landscapes."
31 These implementation priorities emphasize using federal money to redevelop ("recycle") land in existing cities and to increase density in those areas to support mixed-use neighborhoods and public transit. 34. See Exec. Order No. 13,514, 3 C.F.R. § 251 (2010) (charging federal agencies to "advance regional and local integrated planning" by "ensuring that planning for new Federal facilities or new leases includes consideration of sites that are pedestrian friendly, near existing employment centers, and accessible to public transit, and emphasizes existing central cities").
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Countless states and localities have adopted similar sustainability plans for increasing density in existing cities. New York, for example, recently passed the State Smart Growth Public Infrastructure Policy Act 35 to halt public funding of sprawl by requiring state agencies to submit a "smart growth impact statement" 36 for public projects and to "advance projects" that meet the state's Smart Growth criteria. These criteria include "projects located in municipal centers," "projects for the use, maintenance or improvement of existing infrastructure," and "projects in developed areas or areas designated for concentrated infill development in a municipally approved comprehensive land-use plan, local waterfront revitalization plan, or brownfield opportunity area plan." 37 In Portland, the city's Bureau of Planning and Sustainability has adopted "Neighborhood Design Policies" that encourage "new development" in areas that are losing housing and "increases in residential density" through "residential infill development." 38 Scholars, planners, and commentators have likewise argued that increasing the density of existing cities is the best way to achieve sustainability aims like decreasing carbon footprint and minimizing 35 urbanization has resulted in increased amounts of impervious surfacesroads, parking lots, roof tops, and so on-and a decrease in the amount of forest lands, wetlands, and other forms of open space that absorb and clean stormwater in the natural system."). The increased flood risk associated with density may be localized to the development site, and these site-specific watershed effects can be minimized by a variety of techniques promoted by Smart Growth (such as creating or preserving greenways). However, many Smart Growth developments fail to take advantage of these opportunities to mitigate flood risk. See Song et al., supra note 13, at 17-18. On the flip side, sprawl can also increase flood risks. Larger lot sizes (associated with sprawl) may "decreas[e] imperviousness at a sitespecific level" but increase "imperviousness per capita . . . largely due to the additional roadway lengths necessary to assess the larger lots." Brabec et at., supra, at 503.
48. See U.N., supra note 6, at 72 (discussing how increasing impermeable surfaces can increase the quantity and speed of runoff 50 Moreover, residents of dense urban areas often face long evacuation times, which can put them at increased risk of death in many different kinds of disasters, including fires, floods, nuclear disasters, and terrorist incidents. 51 Long evacuation times also mean that evacuations have to be ordered earlier for densely populated urban areas to allow sufficient time for the evacuation to occur. Earlier evacuations are more costly (because they generate more employment and business disruptions) and are also more likely to be unnecessary because they must be ordered when, for example, the path that a hurricane will take is not yet clear. 52 There are also good reasons to think that pandemics may be frequency" perhaps because "sprawling patterns of urban development" increase deforestation, which in turn may increase the urban heat island effect. Id. at 1427. However, the study considers only the rate of change in extreme heat events and does not consider whether the rate of change might be lower in compact urban areas because those areas already had higher absolute numbers of extreme heat events in 1956, the first study year. Moreover, the study's unit of analysis is the "metropolitan region," which may overlook variability within the metropolitan area. , 2007) , available at http://www.ipcc.ch/publications_and_data/ar4/wg1/en/ch3s3-2-2-2.html (observing that "[u]rban heat island effects are often very localized"). Thus, in a "compact" metropolitan region, there might be far fewer extreme heat events in outer areas of the region (because vegetative cover has not been depleted) and more extreme heat events in the city's densest, most urbanized areas. The relationship between density and the urban heat island effect is one that deserves further study. 51. A recent NPR report suggested, for example, that the January 2011 flooding in Brisbane, one of Australia's largest cities, might have been more "chaotic and deadly" if Brisbane's two million residents had been more "densely concentrated." Anthony Kuhn, Australian City Empties as Floodwaters Crest (NPR radio broadcast Jan. 12, 2011), http://tinyurl.com/6prdfkm.
52. See William R. Travis, A Future of Mass Evacuations, N.Y. TIMES (Aug. 29, 2011), http://tinyurl.com/6sbmmsb ("More troubling is that growing coastal populations mean evacuations must be ordered further in advance of the storm, while the iron-clad law of forecasting, that reliability decreases with lead time, means that more evacuations will be ordered with even less certainty of a storm.").
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more lethal in dense, urban areas than in areas where people do not live in similar proximity. Studies of the 1918 influenza pandemic, for example, suggest a positive correlation between population density and epidemic mortality. 53 Additionally, the cascading failure of interdependent critical infrastructure systems-such as water, electricity, and health careduring disasters can pose unique risks in dense urban areas, particularly because the massive scale of these systems makes quick repair difficult. 54 Urban dwellers are also likely to be most at the mercy of our increasingly "just-in-time" economy because they often lack space to store extra food and water and lack quick access to backup emergency supplies. 55 Thus, disaster-induced supply chain disruptions may create immediate and serious shortages in urban areas.
Increasing density concentrates not just population but also resources-including the resources needed for effective disaster response. This concentration of response resources can be advantageous if those resources emerge from the disaster unscathed. If, however, they are destroyed in the disaster event, the resulting equipment shortages and communication failures can seriously hamper response and relief activities.
56
Channeling growth into existing cities also exacerbates disaster risks, above and beyond the general concerns of density, because many existing urban centers are located in relatively risky locations. Many of our biggest and oldest cities are built in areas with high exposure to natural hazards. "Throughout history, people have settled in places where Mother Nature is both friend and foe." This is hardly surprising as "disaster risk is often coupled with natural advantages" and because many hazardous locations also boast incredible natural beauty, recreational opportunities, and other amenities. 59 The settlement of America reflects this general settlement pattern:
As early Americans moved inland and westward from initial settlements on the eastern seaboard, they were attracted to the banks of America's great rivers-the commercial lifeblood of the nation-which promised fertile soil and easy access to resources and distant markets. Others settled elsewhere on the shores of the great oceans, establishing ports that would service both national and international markets, and fisheries to exploit the ocean's abundance. And many later pioneers would make their homes in the shadow and shelter of the majestic mountains of the West. Of course, the very natural advantages that attracted these settlers also pose great risks: rivers might overflow their banks, low-lying port cities are vulnerable to hurricanes and other storm damage, and the violent geological forces that created the majestic mountains might shake the earth again.
60
While these settlement patterns made perfect sense, the result is that many of the most populous cities in the United States face alarming disaster risks.
61 Some of the cities with the highest natural disaster exposure include Miami, New Orleans, Oakland, San Francisco, Honolulu, San Jose, Houston, Los Angeles, and Long Beach. 62 While coastal cities are often at the greatest risk, 63 many interior cities-including Oklahoma City, Tulsa, Sacramento, and Memphis-also face serious hazard risks. 64 The precarious location of so many of our existing cities suggests that efforts to promote their redevelopment without careful attention to natural hazard exposure may intensify and exacerbate 59 
2170
disaster risk. Unfortunately, most sustainability initiatives and the legal tools that implement them fail to sufficiently consider the increased disaster exposure they may cause. Much of the relevant academic literature on sustainability likewise fails to recognize the potential disaster risk of proposals to channel growth into existing cities. 65 Moreover, as Part IV demonstrates, some of the legal tools used to implement sustainability initiatives' preference for existing urban areas have channeled growth, not only to cities with significant disaster exposure, but to the areas within those cities that are most at risk from natural hazards.
A striking example of Smart-Growth-driven efforts to channel growth into existing urban areas with severe hazard exposure is the Eastward Ho! initiative in South Florida. The Eastward Ho! initiative had its roots in a report promulgated in 1995 by the Florida Governor's Commission for a Sustainable South Florida.
66 The Commission's charge was to determine how the endangered Everglades ecosystem could be protected while ensuring a growing and sustainable economy in South Florida. 67 The Commission concluded that halting westward sprawl toward the Everglades could best be achieved by channeling most of the region's future growth into existing urban areas in the so-called Eastern Ho! Corridor, 
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The obvious problem with redirecting South Florida's growth toward the east is that the region's eastern areas are primarily lowlying and coastal. Indeed, Florida's southeast coast is notoriously vulnerable to hurricane damage and flooding. As one recent report assessing South Florida's future explained:
South Florida is particularly susceptible to hurricane impacts. It is a low-lying region where, as of 2000, more than one million people lived in flood-prone areas and nearly 900,000 lived in Category 1 hurricane surge zones. Miami-Fort Lauderdale was ranked the worst place in the nation for an extreme hurricane to strike, with the potential for $61.3 billion in insurance losses. Experts estimate that "if no other changes are made, and growth continues, a South Florida hurricane in 2020 might wreak physical damages and economic losses totaling $500 billion." 70 There is, nevertheless, some debate about exactly how vulnerable the Eastward Ho! Corridor is to hurricanes and floods. One of the initial reports exploring and supporting Eastward Ho! claimed that, while some of the Corridor is particularly susceptible to hurricane flooding, "[t]he vast majority of the [Corridor] area is free from the worst hazards of storm surges characteristic of the coastal high hazard areas of Southeast Florida" 71 because the Corridor "includes the coastal ridge," which is "an inland strip of relatively high ground running parallel to the coast" that serves as a "natural defense against a storm surge." 72 Other assessments of the Corridor's hurricane and flooding risk have been far less sanguine about the Corridor's hazard exposure. For example, a report prepared for the state by two local universities identified high flood insurance rates in the Eastward Ho! Corridor as a significant financial impediment to redevelopment efforts in the Corridor: "[P]eople in the East are paying the higher rates, not residents in the suburbs. The reason insurance rates affect investments in the corridor in comparison to the suburbs is that 70 The allowable bonuses are higher in the eastern "urban/suburban tier" than in the western areas "[i]n order to encourage eastward development and a tapering off of density towards the western edge of the Urban/Suburban Tier." Id. The Land Use Element does state elsewhere that "future land designations, and corresponding density and intensity assignments, shall not exceed the natural or manmade constraints of an area," taking into account, inter alia, "flood plains," id. at 44; however, that admonition is immediately followed by an equally strong assertion that "[a]ssignments shall not be made that underutilize the existing or planned capacities of urban services," id., a command that may well lead to floodplain constraints being discounted in existing urban areas, particularly those targeted for redevelopment. Other plan elements attempt to limit both increased densities and public investment in certain high hazard areas, designated "coastal high-hazard areas." See, e.g., PALM BEACH CNTY., FLA., COASTAL MANAGEMENT ELEMENT, PALM BEACH COUNTY 1989 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN: ORDINANCE 2010-49 12 (2010) [hereinafter COASTAL MANAGEMENT ELEMENT], available at http://www.pbcgov.com/pzb/planning/comprehensiveplan/coastal.pdf ("Palm Beach County shall not subsidize new or expanded development in the coastal area."); id. at 13 ("Palm Beach County shall direct population concentrations away from known or predicted coastal high-hazard areas, and shall not approve increases in population densities in the coastal high hazard area."); see also FLA. STAT. § 163.3177(6)(g)(6) (2011) (requiring that local coastal management plan elements "[l]imit public expenditures that subsidize development in coastal high-hazard areas."); id. § 163.3178(2)(h) (defining the "coastal high-hazard area" as "the area below the elevation of the category 1 storm surge line as established by a Sea, Lake, and Overland Surges from Hurricanes (SLOSH) computerized storm surge model"). While
Communities outside the designated Eastward Ho! Corridor, including those along Florida's Treasure Coast, have also adopted the initiative's focus on redirecting growth into existing urban areas along Florida's eastern coast. 75 The result has been "concerted public reinvestment in older coastal areas, despite their vulnerability to coastal storms." 76 As one researcher has noted:
Today, five of the Community Redevelopment Districts on the Treasure Coast are partially or entirely located in areas that fall within the Coastal High Hazard Area. Incentives provided by the Community Development Authority (CRA) [sic] to invest in the redevelopment of coastal urban areas run counter to the intent of hazard mitigation principles aimed at limiting coastal asset accumulation.
77
In order to ensure that future growth is concentrated in South Florida's eastern regions, rather than its western suburbs, local governments have employed a number of legal tools, including the redevelopment districts mentioned above and urban growth boundaries. Miami-Dade, for example, has an urban growth boundary-called an urban development boundary-designed to promote growth in existing urban areas while preventing new suburban development in the west. 78 Part IV next examines how these restrictions may in theory help to limit growth in the most hazardous areas, some redevelopment efforts may be subject to less stringent restrictions. See, e.g., COASTAL MANAGEMENT ELEMENT, supra, at 13 ("Infill or redevelopment densities and intensities in coastal high hazard areas shall be consistent with existing adjacent development but at densities and intensities no greater than the adopted future land use designations." 
IV. LEGAL TOOLS IMPLEMENTING SUSTAINABILITY'S URBAN PREFERENCE
As the prior discussion of Southeast Florida demonstrates, there are a variety of ways in which the preference for channeling growth into existing urban areas is being translated into law. Two common approaches include designation of redevelopment districts and growth management techniques such as urban growth boundaries. Both of these approaches are driving redevelopment of vulnerable cities-and, often, driving redevelopment of the most vulnerable areas within these at-risk cities. Additionally, California has recently adopted a complex new method for directing growth in that state, one that also has the potential to channel development into dense urban areas without giving adequate attention to hazard risk.
79
A. Redevelopment Districts
One popular technique for channeling growth back into existing cities is the designation of redevelopment districts that promise revitalization and infill of underutilized urban land. These redevelopment districts often enjoy tax breaks (such as enterprise zone tax credits), an influx of federal and state spending, special funding techniques (such as tax increment financing), 80 the use of eminent domain to assemble buildable parcels, and sometimes fasttrack approval processes to incentivize infill and redevelopment. the economic and spatial evolution of many waterfront cities has left waterfront areas behind, making them obvious targets for redevelopment. In fact, these neglected waterfront areas often represent the only large, contiguous tracts of land available for urban redevelopment. When many cities were first built, waterfront areas were prime property because rivers and oceans were the lifeblood of commerce. 83 Factories, warehouses, and shipping facilities all thrived at the water's edge. 84 Over time, as railroads displaced rivers as the primary mode of transporting goods, these industries abandoned their waterfront locations; waterfront areas fell into disuse, and "the city's downtown moved away from the river."
85 Related trends also marginalized ports. 86 When the highway construction boom began in earnest, these abandoned riverfronts provided the path of least resistance for building highways (with the cheapest land and the least disruption to existing uses). 87 Thus, "many highways were built along urban riverfronts," cutting the waterfront areas off "from the cities they had once spawned."
88 When forward-thinking planners began to worry about suburban sprawl-a concern that has become central to Smart Growth and other sustainability initiativestargeting these abandoned areas for infill and redevelopment made perfect sense.
Second, the waterfront area's industrial pedigree often left the land contaminated. 89 While contamination is hardly an obvious selling-point for redevelopment, federal environmental programs have funded redevelopment of brownfields, 90 defined as property whose use or redevelopment "may be complicated by the presence or potential presence of a hazardous substance, pollutant, or (describing an accelerating trend of urban waterfront redevelopment). 92 and sustainability initiatives in many cities are backing these revitalization efforts to restore the health of rivers by cleaning up toxins in riverfront land that may leach into the water. 93 Third, waterfront redevelopment holds forth the promise of creating a unique draw that will bring people back to the city and create a sense of community place and history. 94 On this view, waterfront redevelopment is valuable not only in its own right, but also as a catalyst for renewing the entire urban landscape. Indeed, many Smart Growth advocates herald waterfront redevelopment as the centerpiece of a city's urban renewal plans. 95 As one prominent sustainability expert explained, waterfront revitalization is "an opportunity to give buildings the advantage of waterfront views and access, and bring the public back to the water's edge."
96 Among the many cities that are pursuing this strategy of making the waterfront a cornerstone of downtown redevelopment efforts are Sacramento, Unfortunately, plans to revitalize waterfront areas often are conceptualized with little attention to disaster risk. One recent example comes from Augusta, Georgia, where officials heralded the city's plans to make waterfront revitalization along the Savannah River the foundation of its future growth. 102 Augusta's mayor proclaimed that "[r]iverfront development is key to the future of the city. We need to bring in projects that will develop a critical mass of people along the riverfront."
103 The mayor also noted that the "riverfront is a very underutilized asset for the city of Augusta. We still have large tracts that aren't producing [tax] revenue for the city."
104 Less than a week later, however, the Army Corps of Engineers declared Augusta's levees along the Savannah River-the levees that protect Augusta from serious flooding riskunacceptable.
105
As this example suggests, too many cities seem to be pursuing waterfront redevelopment plans-with all their available incentives and public money-without adequate attention to the hazards of reconcentrating population and property in flood zones. In 97. See The River District Redevelopment Area, THE RIVER DIST., http://www.riverdistrict.net/about-us/river-district-redevelopment.shtml (last visited Oct. 18, 2011) ("Riverfront development is a key strategy for both establishing a sense of place for the district, and creating a recreation asset for the entire Sacramento region.").
98. See BARNETT, supra note 96, at 133-34 ("Norfolk, Virginia, is an example of a community that has almost completely remade its downtown in order to remain a regional center. . . . It has rebuilt its waterfront to attract convention visitors and tourists, creating a festival marketplace, two convention hotels and a convention center, a nautical museum, and a new downtown baseball stadium.").
99. Sacramento's redevelopment plan for the River District will "transform[]" the 1,050 acre district "from its current, mostly industrial, businesses into an eclectic, mixed-use community bordered by a ribbon of parks at the rivers' edge" that "will feature a wide range of employment, entertainment and housing options for families and individuals." 108 Specifically, redevelopment plans feature "a 65-acre mixed-use development" called Township 9, funded in part by $20 million in California state infrastructure grants, that will include "2,300 housing units (apartments, condos, townhomes, and live/work units); 150,000 square feet of neighborhood retail and restaurants; and over 800,000 square feet of office space."
109 Plans also include a new light rail station, the transformation of a historic waterfront street power station into the Powerhouse Science Center (housing a "science museum, restaurant and conference center, and a planetarium"), and a new headquarters for the California Highway Patrol. 110 Enterprise Zone tax credits are available to help finance River District redevelopment projects.
111
Given that the River District redevelopment area is located at the intersection of the American and Sacramento Rivers, 112 In short, all that stands between these areas and severe flooding in the event of a 100-year storm are the river levees and upstream dams (which present their own flooding risks if the dams were to fail due to compromised structural integrity, an earthquake, or terrorist attack). However, when determining the project's impact on flood risk, the EIR is only charged with determining whether the project will result in a "significant" impact that will "substantially increase the exposure of people and/or property to the risk of injury and damage in the event of a 100-year flood." 119 west and by the Railyards and Central City residential neighborhoods on the south and east. In 1990, the area was designated as a Redevelopment Area pursuant to the provisions of the California Community Redevelopment Law.").
CITY OF SACRAMENTO CMTY. DEV. DEP'T, RIVER DISTRICT SPECIFIC PLAN: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT § 5.5-2 (2010) [hereinafter RIVER DISTRICT EIR].
The 100-year floodplain, also known as a "special flood hazard area," is that "area that will be inundated by the flood event having a 1-percent chance of being equaled or exceeded in any given year. " 
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With the question so framed, the answer is easy, indeed almost tautological:
Because levees currently protect the proposed RDSP [River District Specific Plan] area from a 100-year flood and development in accordance with the Specific Plan would not be allowed by law to compromise the integrity of the levees, implementation of the RDSP would not increase exposure or people and/or property to risk of injury and damage from a 100-year flood. This impact is determined to be less than significant. 120 Thus, the EIR reads as though the redevelopment will not alter the status quo in any meaningful way. It does not acknowledge that more resources and people will be concentrated in a flood hazard zone and will be subject to potentially catastrophic flooding in the event of levee failure or overtopping. The EIR's conclusion that the status quo would remain unchanged stands in stark contrast to one commentator's 2006 prediction that redevelopment of Sacramento's River Front and construction of new, dense residential properties would effectively create "a whole new town on the waterfront," bringing "an additional 30,000 residents" to the area. 121 He noted, by comparison, that West Sacramento then had 35,000 residents, while downtown Sacramento had 39,000.
122 Furthermore, he estimated that the redevelopment would bring an additional 80,000 new office workers and other laborers to the riverfront area.
123
This blasé attitude toward the residual risk that exists in flood zones protected by levees from the 100-year storm also contrasts sharply with California's own attempts to raise awareness of residual risks among its citizens who live in at-risk areas. California's 2010 Flood Risk Notice-mailed to some 300,000 California residentsadvises those living in the shadow of levees that "[e]ven if a levee is 120. Id. § at 5.5-14; see also id. ("As previously noted, the portion of the RDSP [River District Specific Plan] area that could be developed is within either the shaded X or X Zone designations of FEMA; therefore, this area is protected from a 100-year flood. Because the existing parcels proposed for development within the RDSP are protected from a 100-year flood and FEMA allows the types of land uses within the flood zones that are proposed by the RDSP; the individual developments within the RDSP area would be protected from regional floods.").
121 Sacramento's experience also demonstrates that cities and states will often face the temptation to catalyze redevelopment efforts by relocating public buildings and infrastructure to the redevelopment district. For example, one of the featured cornerstones of Sacramento's River District redevelopment is a new headquarters for the California Highway Patrol. 125 The experience of Louisiana's National Guard during Katrina, however, illustrates the dangers of locating public resources-particularly those that are critical to disaster response operations-in vulnerable areas. Katrina-induced flooding devastated the Louisiana National Guard's headquarters in the Lower Ninth Ward at Jackson Barracks, where floodwaters reached depths of 18 feet. 126 The flooding necessitated the rescue of some 400 troops, first by boat to the Mississippi River Levees and then by Blackhawk helicopter to the Superdome, 127 a shelter of last resort. The flooding also disabled the Guard's joint operations center, which lost all power and communications during the storm.
128
The EPA, in partnership with the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), has recently issued Smart Growth guidance for coastal and waterfront areas to influence how cities plan their waterfront redevelopment districts, as well as other smaller-scale infill at the water's edge. 129 131 Indeed, much of the guidance extols the potential advantages of waterfront redevelopment:
[P]roperties at the water's edge are prime redevelopment targets, since they are in or near the historic center of the community, are well connected to land-and water-based modes of transportation, and are close to jobs, services, and tourist sites. Waterfront revitalization can enhance historic, cultural, and scenic resources, supporting community efforts to maintain a strong sense of place while protecting the water and other natural resources.
132
The guidance also stresses connecting people to the water and guaranteeing public access to the waterfront itself. 133 Sometimes the very planning tools the guidance identifies for increasing public access to waterfront areas both allow and encourage increased density at the water's edge. For example, in Fernandina Beach, Florida, "the city established a 'floating' overlay district" along the Amelia River waterfront area "that allows property owners to double their density if they grant the city an easement to build a public boardwalk along the riverfront, allow pedestrian access, and maintain a view corridor."
134
On the whole, this federal guidance emphasizes the advantages of Smart Growth-style waterfront development, at the expense of hazard risks. Indeed, some of the cities that the Smart Growth guidance singles out as examples of successful waterfront renewal http://coastalsmartgrowth.noaa.gov/report.html.
130. See id. at 31 ("[A]ll coastal and waterfront communities need to consider their vulnerability to natural hazards such as storms and flooding, and, for those on the coast, the risks from sea level rise, so that revitalizing the waterfront does not make the community more vulnerable to natural disasters."); id. at 32 ("Communities facing the possibility of increased vulnerability from climate change-related impacts, such as increased flooding and sea level rise, may need to consider whether infill or redevelopment is appropriate.").
131. In addition to the redevelopment of potentially risky waterfront areas, redevelopment districts have also been created in areas subject to other types of disaster risk. Like waterfront redevelopment, redevelopment of these vulnerable areas brings people and property back to disaster's edge. For example, many current redevelopment districts in San Francisco are located in areas that have significant seismic risk.
Relative to flooding risk, seismic risk is somewhat more difficult to mitigate through land-use choices, because major earthquakes can sometimes occur along previously unknown faults. 136 Nonetheless, it is possible to make some comparisons of the seismic risk faced by different neighborhoods and, in particular, to identify neighborhoods at serious risk for liquefaction-essentially, "earthquake-induced quicksand." 137 In the San Francisco region, many of the neighborhoods at highest risk of liquefaction are essentially artificially created-built on new land created when the bay was filled. A 2000 Seismic Report by the California Department of Conservation identified the neighborhoods at highest liquefaction risk:
Ground failure associated with liquefaction has occurred during historical earthquakes in San Francisco. In the City and County of San Francisco the liquefaction zone is concentrated south of Market Street, in the Mission District, at Hunters Point, in areas of artificial fill ("made land") along the waterfront, especially the Marina District and at Treasure Island, and along the beaches facing the ocean. 138 Strikingly, San Francisco has redevelopment districts (or "project areas") in three of these high-risk neighborhoods. 141 The redeveloped Treasure Island will boast "8,000 new residential units (30% of which will be offered at below-market rates), three hotels, a 400-slip marina, restaurants, retail and entertainment venues-plus nearly 300 acres of parks and open space."
142
The EIR for this project tells a somewhat less rosy story about the extreme engineering and construction measures that will be necessary to compact Treasure Island's soil enough to mitigate some of the liquefaction risk.
143 Perhaps the plan will be able to outengineer a major earthquake; however, one thing is clear: thousands of new residents may be staking their lives on the ability of the project to do just that.
The revitalization of risky urban areas in redevelopment districts is being underwritten by federal money, including Community Development Block Grants (CDBG funds) allocated by HUD, and state and local tax dollars, through direct public investments and creative tax breaks and financing. a $100 million in federal and local government money. 145 Because the disaster consequences of shifting our urban centers back into particularly vulnerable areas have been largely ignored, this public subsidization of disaster risk has not yet received the public scrutiny it deserves. Moreover, local governments have given inadequate consideration to the financial risk that a redevelopment project will be devastated by a natural disaster and the local government will still be obligated to repay the bonds that financed the project without the increased tax revenue that it was counting on to make the payments.
B. Growth Management Laws: Urban Growth Boundaries
Another popular technique for channeling growth into existing urban areas, and away from outlying suburbs or agricultural lands, is the adoption of urban growth boundaries 146 like that employed by Portland, Oregon-a city which is frequently heralded by sustainability advocates as a model of sustainability that other cities should emulate. 147 Urban growth boundaries aim to project the population (and concomitant housing and commercial development needs) of a region on some future date and then draw a boundary around the current metropolitan area in which growth to meet those needs must occur.
148
Urban growth boundaries-particularly those drawn quite strictly-privilege the current urban form and, by restricting land available for growth, create pressure to develop (or redevelop) the land inside the urban growth boundaries at higher densities. 149 Indeed, the success of a strict urban growth boundary is premised on the existence of opportunities to increase density within the city 145 By restricting the land available for development to that within the urban growth boundary, the boundary is likely to create pressure to develop marginal lands, vulnerable to natural disaster, that have escaped development because of that risk, 151 as well as pressure to redevelop hazardous urban areas that have fallen into disuse.
Natural hazard vulnerabilities can, of course, play a role in the designation of urban growth boundaries. For example, Metro, the elected regional government for the Portland metropolitan area, encourages towns to use seismic hazard maps when designating "urban reserve areas"-areas that will "eventually be brought inside the urban growth boundary."
152 Presumably, this discretion is meant to allow towns to ensure that areas with particularly high seismic risks will not be brought within the boundary as it expands. Moreover, in the designation of "rural reserves"-those lands outside the urban growth boundary that are designated for longterm protection from urban development-counties are required to consider a number of factors, including whether the land is "subject to natural disasters or hazards, such as floodplains, steep slopes, and areas subject to landslides." 
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The initial urban growth boundaries are, however, determined primarily by the extant urban form and existing growth patterns. When deciding where to channel growth, the disaster risk of areas already within current city limits (and thus presumptively within the urban growth boundary) is not compared to the disaster risk of areas that are likely to be outside the urban growth boundary. This approach may be particularly problematic when the boundary is being drawn around a city with high disaster risk.
Portland, Oregon, is exactly such a city. Three major seismic faults run under the densest portions of Portland, and estimates are that a future earthquake along these faults might result in as many as 7800 deaths and injuries, and over $12 billion in direct economic damages. 154 In addition to earthquakes, the City of Portland has other natural hazard risks, including floods, extreme weather, and landslides.
155 A Portland State University study of the city's hazard risks found that "thirteen neighborhoods are at risk in a 'triple hazard area,' which combines the highest rates of peak ground acceleration [during a 100-year earthquake], 100-year flood risk and potential toxic release sites."
156 Most of these neighborhoods are in the densest regions of the city, such as the downtown area. 157 Another study found that some of the most devastating landslides have occurred, and are likely to occur again, in the West Hills neighborhood, 158 which is within the metropolitan urban growth boundary and is experiencing rapid development.
Furthermore, despite the fact that the city's hazard mitigation plan observes that a storm more serious than the 100-year flood "could bring floodwaters over the downtown seawall and into the central business district," 159 
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and Sustainability has urged reclamation of the downtown districts bordering the river. 160 Indeed, following the pattern noted in the prior section, 161 Portland's redevelopment districts are clustered around the riverfront. Portland currently has eleven "Urban Renewal Areas," 162 eight of which front on either the Willamette or the Columbia River, or both. 163 Parts of many of these districts are undoubtedly in the 100-year floodplain, or at least the inundation plain of Portland's 1996 flood, which exceeded that of the predicted 100-year flood. 164 In 2003, Portland's South Waterfront Redevelopment Project won a prestigious Phoenix award from an environmental foundation for its work in reclaiming underutilized urban sites. 165 The thenExecutive Director of the Portland Development Commission explained that redevelopment projects like South Waterfront are "leading the way [in] reclaiming unproductive sites in the city," and that "this type of reclamation is going to be key to the city's economic future" because "Portland is facing a shortage of large developable sites." 
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The urban growth boundary may also complicate efforts to set aside natural preserves in areas of high disaster exposure within the city's limits. Portland's Planning Bureau has acknowledged that the urban growth boundary has had the "unintended consequence" of communicating to residents that "all nature exists outside of the boundary, and there's nothing natural within."
167 This attitude has already been an obstacle to "preserv[ing] natural areas and creat [ing] new ones within Portland's city limits."
168 It seems equally likely to impede any efforts to avoid development or redevelopment of areas with high natural hazards exposure by designating them as large tracts of green, open space.
Portland's waterfront redevelopment efforts have won acclaim with environmentalists, in part, because the city employs many Smart Growth techniques to improve river ecology and to increase access to, and recreation along, the rivers. Those techniques tend to create larger development-free buffer zones along rivers, and thus mitigate some flooding risk. 169 However, the Smart Growth approach also dictates dense, transit-oriented development in these same riverfront urban renewal areas.
170
Beautiful waterfront promenades and trails should not disguise the fundamental fact that Portland's efforts are likely increasing disaster vulnerability by bringing people and property back to the water's edge-or at least very close to it. Nor should we lose sight of the fact that this shift is being subsidized, in no small measure, by public funding-both state and federal. Portland's South Waterfront Development, for example, is being funded by "$219 million in public COMM'N, http://www.pdc.us/ura/river.asp (last visited Oct. 24, 2011) (describing plans to transform the River District into a mixed-use, "high density urban residential neighborhood," with housing density averaging "100 units per acre").
171. ECOLOGICAL RIVERFRONT DESIGN, supra note 82, at 146. The development hopes to attract another $1.6 billion in private funds. See id.
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history."
172 One can only imagine the predicament the city might find itself in if the redeveloped areas suffer serious flooding losses and the city loses the future revenue stream it is depending on to meet its bond obligations.
173
C. California's New Growth Management Approach: SB 375
California's SB 375 is a new entry in the fight to halt suburban sprawl and direct growth back into existing urban areas.
174 Enacted in October 2008, SB 375 is intended to help California meet its statutory goal of reducing greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels by the year 2020. To accomplish this aim, SB 375 changes the way regional planning agencies allocate housing needs between different communities to promote transit-oriented development and thereby reduce vehicle miles traveled.
175
While the precise effect of SB 375 is difficult to determine at this time, the nonprofit Partnership for Sustainable Communities predicts that SB 375 will likely allocate "more housing to already dense cities rather than to lower-density communities" because, even with increased density, suburbs may lack the critical mass necessary for successful public transportation. Thus, "[i]ncreasing the density of a sprawling suburb won't necessarily reduce vehicle miles traveled 172. Id. 173. Portland's Development Commission explains the tax-increment financing it uses for urban renewal as follows:
Urban renewal districts raise money by borrowing against future growth in property taxes. The city uses the borrowed money to pay for capital improvements, which spur more development. The city then uses the incremental increase in property taxes from the district to repay the loan. When the urban renewal district expires in 20-25 years, the intent is to return a much higher property tax base to the tax rolls. Frequently Asked Questions, PORTLAND DEV. CORP., http://www.pdc.us/about_pdc/faqs.asp (follow "What is Tax Increment Financing") (last visited Oct. 24, 2011). If that increase in property taxes does not materialize, the city's ability to repay its loan obligations will be jeopardized. in the region."
176 "By contrast, increasing the number of people living in cities and compact suburbs where transit and amenities are already in place may have a bigger impact on regional emissions, because those people will tend to walk to stores and take transit to work." 177 When allocating housing needs on a regional basis, SB 375 directs councils of government to develop a methodology that incorporates a number of factors, including the opportunities for, and restraints on, growth in different jurisdictions. 178 As part of that analysis, the councils are directed to consider the "availability of land suitable for urban development" including "opportunities for infill development and increased residential densities." 179 In determining what available land is suitable for urban development, the councils may-but are not required to-"exclude lands where the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) or the Department of Water Resources has determined that the flood management infrastructure designed to protect that land is not adequate to avoid the risk of flooding."
180
This discretionary power to exclude flood-prone land with inadequate "flood management infrastructure" from the calculation of land suitable for urban development provides only a weak assurance that councils will not channel growth into risky areas. The exclusion standard is both vague and underinclusive, 181 and, in any event, the decision to exclude land is at the council's discretion. Although only time will tell how local councils will implement SB 375, and how they will exercise their discretion to exclude land subject to flood hazard from the calculus, the strong push toward increasing density raises the concern that, as with redevelopment districts and urban growth boundaries, natural hazard risk will be at most a secondary consideration in the growth planning process. 181. The standard does not take into account other hazard risks (like seismicity and wildfire) and also comes into play only when there is a judgment by FEMA or the state that the relevant levees or other structural flood protection infrastructure is lacking. Much of this flood protection infrastructure is inadequately monitored and evaluated.
V. THE WAY FORWARD
One of the foundational and most often cited definitions of sustainability comes from the Bruntland Commission of the United Nations in 1987: "Sustainable development is development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs." 182 Cities typically have a very long lifespan. Committing future generations to patterns of urban development that increase disaster risk, rather than mitigate it, may compromise the ability of future generations to meet their needs just as surely as profligate consumption of finite resources or humaninduced climate change. And yet, current approaches to sustainability appear to be driving exactly that kind of unsustainable development, by channeling growth back into particularly vulnerable existing cities and into the riskiest parts of those cities-a result we might aptly describe as "Smart Growth in dumb places."
This failure to take adequate account of the disaster risks of redeveloping existing cities is not entirely surprising. There may be good reasons to expect that developers, city planners, local politicians, and the general public will systematically underestimate the disaster risks associated with redeveloping or increasing the density of existing urban areas. As Cass Sunstein has frequently argued, individuals faced with imperfect information about risk (and limited time, resources, and mental energy to devote to seeking out and processing further information) may form their own assessment of risk by relying on the perceived collective judgment of others. 183 Thus, an individual assessing the risk of building in a particular area where many others have already built-such as a densely populated urban area-may incorrectly conclude that the hazard risk is lower than it actually is simply because she observes that many other individuals have apparently concluded that it was a "safe enough" area in which to build. 184 The flood-risk analysis in the Sacramento River District EIR may exemplify this kind of thinking: the existing levees make current development "safe," the expanded development will not damage the levees, ergo the expanded development is also "safe." 185 Such thinking impedes our ability to take seriously the disaster risks inherent in urban infill when the existing development that surrounds the area is subject to similar risks.
Likewise, hazards that are viewed as familiar, commonplace, everyday risks are often underestimated. 186 Individuals who live in cities vulnerable to natural disasters may adopt the attitude that every place is risky in some way and may view that vulnerability as just one of the many risks of modern life. 187 Moreover, local politicians almost always favor redevelopment and growth of existing cities, even in the face of substantial hazard risk. Growth is the bread and butter of city politics. The "conventional wisdom" is that a "bigger," more populous city "means more jobs, more taxpayers, more revenue, better education, better services-in essence, a higher standard of living" for current city residents. 188 Once a city is established, city leaders work hard to encourage more people to move there. And, even when a city suffers large population declines, it typically fights hard to reinvigorate and redevelop neighborhoods that are "emptying out."
189 Only a few American cities with declining population have affirmatively embraced their shrinking footprint, budget, and population. 190 Even BRIGHAM YOUNG UNIVERSITY LAW REVIEW 2011 2194 after major natural disasters lay bare the vulnerability of a particular urban location, a city typically engages in a concerted effort both to encourage the return of displaced residents and to attract new residents. 191 Moreover, politicians are hardly masters of delayed gratification, and the revenue benefits of redeveloping risky land are often realized in the short-term, whereas the costs of future disasters may not occur until long after any given politician (or city planner) has left the scene.
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These factors might suggest that the problems identified in this Article are intractable-and they are difficult indeed. Simply recognizing the tension between existing sustainability approaches and disaster risk is, however, an important first step. We must also recognize that there will, inevitably, be tradeoffs. If we choose not to revitalize existing urban cores, more rural lands (including prime agricultural land) will be consumed. If we choose not to redevelop waterfront brownfields, those brownfields may never be cleaned up. Moreover, despite the importance of disaster mitigation in minimizing future human suffering and economic losses, disaster risk can only be one consideration in deciding where to channel future growth. If, for example, we locate new growth farther from water, those areas may have difficulty securing and transporting an adequate water supply. Other relevant factors include culture, energy consumption and carbon footprint, economic potential, natural resources, transportation networks, and other environmental considerations. South Florida's predicament exemplifies these tensions: channeling growth to the east will likely exacerbate hurricane and other flooding risks; yet channeling growth to the west will endanger the Everglades eco-system and perhaps compromise the region's water supply. 193 The question, then, is how we can best ensure that the tradeoffs we make are well informed and well considered. This Article surely raises more questions than it can answer, but I offer some preliminary thoughts.
First, we need to broaden the current conversation about sustainability to include discussion of disaster risk. Broadening the conversation will require bringing the right players to the table. At the federal level, the interagency Partnership for Sustainable Communities should be expanded to include the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Currently, this interagency partnership brings together the federal agencies that exert the most direct and sustained influence on local land-use planning, with the conspicuous omission of FEMA. FEMA administers perhaps the most far-reaching of any federal program designed to influence local land-use decisions: the National Flood Insurance Program. 194 It also administers Pre-disaster Mitigation Grants and post-disaster Hazard Mitigation Grant Program funds 195 and oversees the development and approval of state and local hazard mitigation plans under the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000, 196 which are supposed to help guide state and local development away from natural hazards.
The omission of FEMA from the Partnership may be a reflection, in part, of FEMA's current status as a mere sub-department of the Department of Homeland Security (DHS), as it was demoted from cabinet-level status by the Homeland Security Act of 2002 197 that created DHS.
198 Whatever the cause, FEMA's absence from the Partnership perpetuates a vision of sustainability in which consideration of natural hazards plays, at best, a secondary role. The failure to give a prominent role to disaster mitigation is perhaps confirmed by the Partnership's six "guiding livability principles," none of which mentions disaster risk. 199 Including FEMA in the
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Partnership would ensure the presence of a strong proponent of disaster mitigation at the table to help generate interagency discussion of, and attention to, the issue. FEMA's inclusion in the Partnership would also have the benefit of signaling to planners and grant applicants that disaster mitigation is, indeed, an important component of sustainability. At the state and local level, broadening the sustainability dialogue to include disaster mitigation will require bridging existing gaps between planners and emergency managers. Traditionally, landuse and growth issues are the province of local land-use planners, while disaster mitigation is the province of emergency managers. 200 To end the stove piping of these issues, local officials will have to see past some of these traditional boundaries. The federal government or state governments could help incentivize such cross-fertilization by requiring integration of state and local hazard mitigation plans, developed under the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000, into local general plans that guide zoning decisions. (click through program section) (noting that funds will be available to support development of regional plans for sustainable development that, inter alia, "proactively consider[s] risks from disasters and climate change"). There is some value in putting the onus on HUD, DOT, and EPA to think about disaster risk themselves, and the agencies seem to be doing a decent job of considering disaster risk; however, even when agencies are trying to think holistically, they are likely to give the most weight to their primary existing mandates. Because land-use decisions are typically a state and local prerogative and approaches to land-use planning vary from state to state, state legislatures may be in the best position to encourage intergration of hazard mitigation into land-use decisions by, for example, amending their state enabling acts to require consideration of hazard mitigation in land-use planning. Moreover, when a state or locality adopts sustainability policies or legislation, it should include disaster mitigation as an important component and goal of sustainability. New York, for example, should consider amending its recently adopted Smart Growth Public Infrastructure Policy Act to include attention to disaster risk as one of its Smart Growth criteria. 202 Second, in addition to bringing more players to the table and bridging existing gaps between those players, we need more forums for discussion of the role of disaster mitigation in long-term sustainability. Regional visioning projects provide opportunities for comprehensive consideration of all of the factors-including disaster risk-that should influence decisionmaking about where future growth should occur. The post-Katrina vision for Louisiana, Louisiana Speaks, was the first regional vision to give serious consideration to disaster risk. 203 Regions now embarking on visioning projects should follow Louisiana's example; it should not take another tragic disaster to motivate regions to make disaster mitigation an important component of visioning. Including disaster mitigation in regional visioning is especially critical now that California lawmakers have given such visioning-also called blueprinting-a central role in that state's efforts to achieve greenhouse gas reductions, and other states may be inclined to follow suit. 204 
2198
Additionally, states might experiment with procedural mechanisms for consideration of disaster risk akin to the EIR required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 205 or the environmental impact statement (EIS) required for some federal projects by the 1969 National Environmental Policy Act.
206 Such experiments might involve expanding existing environmental impact assessments to include a more explicit focus on disaster risk or crafting new, separate disaster impact assessment requirements. Currently, however, California is moving in the opposite direction, limiting the reach of CEQA. 207 Indeed, California's legislature recently amended CEQA to sharply limit EIR requirements for the very kind of developments most at issue in this Article: infill projects. 208 Third, broadening the conversation about sustainability and disaster risk also means expanding the options being considered when charting a sustainable future. The risks of redeveloping urban areas must, of course, be weighed against the costs and risks of alternative growth patterns. Sprawl, however, is not necessarily the only alternative strategy. States, regions, or cities might decide, for instance, that they should be planning for new urban cores in less risky locations, rather than publicly subsidizing either sprawling suburbs or the shifting of existing urban cores toward hazardous areas through strategies like waterfront redevelopment. The map of major cities does not always need to look exactly as it does today. Indeed, the creation of new cities or centers of growth may be inevitable, as existing urban centers are unlikely to be able to accommodate all future growth unless we redevelop them at densities that are unacceptable to many citizens.
Serious consideration should also be given to the controversial, indeed almost unthinkable, option that certain cities or regions simply should not grow at all. If South Florida, for example, cannot grow without either concentrating people and resources in areas with serious hurricane and flooding risk or threatening the region's water resources by encroaching on the Everglades, then perhaps local and state leaders need to be asking hard questions about whether, and under what circumstances, growth can reasonably occur. Unfortunately, it is unlikely that cities and states will ask these tough questions so long as the costs of disaster are largely externalized-by subsidized flood insurance and generous post-disaster relief-to the nation as a whole.
This dilemma suggests that we must take a hard look at subsidization of the development (and redevelopment) of hazardous areas-whether that subsidization takes the form of the National Flood Insurance Program, HUD money for urban redevelopment, or state and local tax dollars for urban infill. It is, of course, possible that the economic benefits of redeveloping certain risky urban locations justify the periodic disaster costs that will be incurred, but public underwriting of the costs of both redevelopment and disasters skews current development decisionmaking in favor of investment in hazardous locations.
Fourth, if cities do choose to redevelop particularly vulnerable areas despite the disaster risks, those redevelopment efforts should employ an urban form that either helps mitigate current risks or will facilitate strategic retreat in the future. For example, some experts have suggested that strategic retreat can be more easily accomplished if a waterfront community is built around a series of roads (and utilities) that run perpendicular to the coast, rather than being built around a coastal road that runs parallel to the waterfront's edge. 209 Such an urban design allows communities to make some concessions to the water over time (by ceding the property and stretches of road closest to the water) without losing all coastal access and road and utility infrastructure. 210 Urban redevelopment, then, can at least be 209. See TURBOTT & STEWART, supra note 18, at 30-31 (explaining how networks of roads that run perpendicular to, rather than parallel to, shorelines can facilitate a process of managed retreat from coastal hazards).
210. See id.
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an opportunity to ease the way to more permanent mitigation measures that may be necessary down the road. Fifth, in assessing where we ought to channel growth we must employ a more thoughtful conception of risk than has traditionally been used in land-use decisions. For example, more attention needs to be given to the residual risk of areas protected from flooding by structural flood protection measures such as levees. Decision makers often entirely ignore this residual risk, despite the potentially catastrophic results of levee failure or overtopping.
Moreover, too often the litmus test for deciding the appropriateness of future floodplain development is whether that land is located in the FEMA-designated 100-year flood plain.
211
Although the 100-year flood designation has become a de facto safety standard, it was never intended as such and does not represent any kind of reasoned judgment about what kind of risk is acceptable, and for what purposes. 212 This standard is particularly problematic as the effects of climate change may mean that the 100-year storm becomes the 70-year storm, or even the 30-year storm. 213 Unfortunately, at least for floods and hurricanes, the historical record may no longer be a particularly accurate predictor of future disaster. As one beleaguered emergency manager dealing with flooding along the Red River recently complained, the 100-year storm seems to be coming "every year." 214 Of course, once we move away from the 100-year floodplain standard, it is hard to know what should replace it. Recent legislation in California will soon require that urban developments be protected from the 200-year flood. 215 However, simply picking another nice, round (but arbitrary) number cannot be the right answer.
In sum, what may be required is a more holistic approach, so that the cumulative effects of individual, disconnected development decisions do not remake our cities in much more vulnerable forms. Such a holistic approach would allow us to step back from individual land-use decisions, and the policy commitments and economic considerations that drive them, to view the contours of the cities we are creating and to ask again whether there might be a better approach. Many cities and regions are already attempting to reimagine themselves, and sustainability initiatives can be an important component of those visions, so long as inattention to natural hazards does not transform those visions into nightmares.
215. See CAL. GOV'T. CODE § 65007(l) (West 2009) (defining "urban level of flood protection" as that necessary to withstand flooding that ''has a 1-in-200 chance of occurring in any given year'').
